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BEFORE THE STATE BOARD 6F, EQUALIZATION,’ i

OF THE.STATE,OF  CALIFORNIA
.’ .; ,, :
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E.DWIN B.-and MARY E, BISHOP )

,Appearances: .‘.

ForAppellants:,:’ MqDonough and-Wahrhaftig,
Attorneys at Law

For Respondent: Burl D, Lack, Chief Counsel;
John S. Warren, Associate Tax
Counsel

OF'INION '..---..--,~-
This appeal is made.pursuant to Section 18593 of the

Revenue and Taxation Code from the .action of.the .Franchise
Tax Board on the protest of Edwin-B.',and Mary E. Bishop to
.a prop.osed,assessment of additional,personal  inc'ome.tax in
the amount 'of ‘#56.4_0 'for the. year 1953: .'._ 1,

'Appellant Edwin B.- Bishop.'wa.s at all times during the
'. year 1953 a- resident .of Californiai.  ,Appellant Mary E. Bishop

was ,a residentof California duringthe year 1953 from and
after -her marriage to.Edwin B, Bishop on February. 25, 1953.
During the ye&r 1953 'Appellants derived a part of their in-

,.-come from sources in Qregon.' The;y,reported this income on
,a' $oint:..r eturn

.’ .O+egon.
to. the ,State Tax,Commission  :of.the. State of

.income,-
They'also.reported  this income, as well as other
'to'the,.Franchise.,T&x  Board since as residents of

.California-they wereliable, under Section 17052 (now
Section 170&1(a))'of the Revenue and 'Taxation Code, for
taxes on the.5.r entire income, including‘that derived from
sources outside the-State. ,,

'Appeliants claim a credit in the amount of $144.07 for
income taxes paid.to Oregon. The Fran.chise Tax Board re;;-
computedthe allowable credit to be $100.03 and issued the

propo.sed:a:ssessment  here in question. Because of other
adjustments, Appellants a ree to the assessment of- additional
tax in the amount of $12, %6.

..As in the Appeals of E. B. Bishop and Helen Bishopj.
decided this day, the issue for our.determination.is.the
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